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to obtain supplemental funds. The pro-
gram has been largely successful be-
cause of these efforts.

Another such program is the Adoles-
cent Risk Reduction Initiative. This
seeks to address the issues of adoles-
cent pregnancy and sexually trans-
mitted diseases. It seeks to promote re-
sponsibility in sexual reproductive de-
cision-making and parenting. The pre-
sumption is that responsible parents
are better able to provide for the
health of their children. Ways in which
adolescent risk reduction initiative
works provides for pure leadership,
training youths to be responsible for
themselves and to teach their peers to
be responsible. Education on health
issues. Parent workshops to get the
parents involved.

Mr. Speaker, having not concluded
my remarks, I ask that the remainder
be included in the RECORD, and I end by
saying that any community in America
that is struggling with this terrible
condition should have hope. You can do
it, too. Healthy babies are worth the
effort. It just requires commitment,
coordination and a lot of caring.
f

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER
TIME

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to claim the time of the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
FOSSELLA).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida). Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
f

DEFENDING OUR NATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROYCE) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, today on
this House floor we passed House Reso-
lution 4 which states that the U.S.
must deploy and not just develop a na-
tional missile defense system, and we
must deploy now and not leisurely aim
to deploy at some point in the future,
and the reason for that is because our
country is so vulnerable. The resolu-
tion that we debated here today hope-
fully will spur the development be-
cause, as we noted here today, we are
now defenseless against a single mis-
sile coming into the United States. De-
fending our Nation against attack is so
fundamental a responsibility of ours
and the stakes that we are talking
about are so high that I think it is im-
portant that we understand how our
country with its great military has
gotten into our predicament of being
defenseless.

The American people need to know.
The answer is that since President
Reagan introduced the idea of missile
defense over 15 years ago, every reason
in the world has been found to delay.
For one, we have heard that the threat
itself, we have heard the threat being

discounted. In 1995 the administration
predicted that no ballistic missile
threat would emerge for 15 years. This
past August the administration again
assured Congress that the intelligence
community could provide the nec-
essary warning of a rogue state’s devel-
opment and deployment of a ballistic
missile threat to the United States.
Then that same month, that same
month North Korea test fired its Taepo
Dong missile. The sophistication of
this missile unfortunately caught the
intelligence community by surprise.
North Korea, impoverished, an unsta-
ble North Korea, a regime about which
the director of Central Intelligence re-
cently said that he could hardly over-
state his concern about it and which in
nearly all respects, according to him,
has become more volatile and unpre-
dictable, may soon be able to strike
Alaska and Hawaii, not to mention our
allies and U.S. troops in Korea.
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Ominously, North Korea is con-
tinuing its work on missile develop-
ment, and this is the very threat that
was supposed to be 15 years away.

Even before this rosy assessment,
last July Iran tested a medium range
ballistic missile. Iran is receiving aid
from Russia.

Not surprisingly the bipartisan
Rumsfeld Commission recently con-
cluded that the threat posed by nations
seeking to acquire ballistic missiles
and weapons of mass destruction, and I
quote from the report, is broader, more
mature and evolving more rapidly than
has been reported in estimates and re-
ports by the intelligence community,
unquote.

The fact is that we live in a world
where even the most impoverished na-
tions can develop ballistic missiles and
warheads, especially with Russia’s aid,
and then there is an expanding and
ever-more sophisticated Chinese mis-
sile force.

This, in no way, is said to disparage
our intelligence efforts. Instead, we
just need to appreciate that these
threats are difficult to detect and that
we need to react. Pearl Harbor caught
us by complete surprise. We have no
excuse with today’s missile threat.

The second excuse that we have
heard for delay is the ABM Treaty.
Faced with the very real threats that
we have heard about, I am at a com-
plete loss as to why our country would
let an outdated treaty keep us from de-
veloping a national missile defense sys-
tem.

Essentially, the administration has
allowed Russia to veto our missile de-
fense efforts. This is the same country,
Russia, that is continuing to pro-
liferate missiles by working with Iran.

Fortunately, Secretary of Defense
Cohen has suggested in January that
we would not be wedded to the ABM
Treaty. He said that this treaty would
not preclude our deployment of a de-
fensive system, but this is only a step
toward the deployment we need.

Others in the administration persist
in calling the ABM Treaty the corner-
stone of strategic stability. The ABM
Treaty has an escape clause, and I be-
lieve we need to get beyond a treaty
that keeps us from defending our terri-
tory in the face of a very real threat, a
treaty, I might add, that the Soviets
secretly violated. Renegotiating this
treaty in a way that still precludes us
from deploying the best missile defense
system we can, allowing for a dumbed-
down system, which is what the admin-
istration is suggesting, is simply not
acceptable.

The fact is that the Russians have nothing
to fear from us. The United States doesn’t
start wars. To forgo defending our territory be-
cause we’re afraid of what the Russians may
say about our defensive actions is indefen-
sible.

Third, we hear that a national missile de-
fense system is too costly. Yes, we have
made an investment in missile defense since
Ronald Reagan launched his initiative, though
a small fraction (some $40 billion) of what
American industry invest in research each
year. But let’s be honest here, defense is not
free. And there have been some failures. But
since when does success come without fail-
ure. Entering the twentieth century, the United
States is the wealthiest, most technologically
advanced country in the history of the world.
There is no reason beyond the ideology of
arms control, complacency or worse not to de-
ploy a national missile defense now.
f

LOOKING AT DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA WITH FRESH EYES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON) is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, it has
been my habit to come to the floor oc-
casionally in order to report to this
body concerning your Nation’s capital.
There is a special responsibility that
the House and the Senate have for the
Nation’s capital and it is not possible
to get a real sense of what is happening
in this city, even when in it, to see it
in perspective, without the kind of in-
formation that I try to give periodi-
cally to this body, as we go off to Her-
shey, Pennsylvania, for our second bi-
partisan retreat.

Therefore, I want to discuss this
evening an issue and a place about
which I am sure there is agreement
that bipartisanship should always be
the order of the day. It is, after all, the
seat of our government, the home of
more than a half million people, the
place where all of us want to do all we
can to make it the proudest seat of
government we can.

What I would ask of this body, what
I think the district has a right to ask
of this body, what I think the people of
the District of Columbia, the mayor
and the city council have a right to ask
of this body, is that it look at the Dis-
trict with fresh eyes for, Mr. Speaker,
there is a new city, if ever there was
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one, before your eyes. It is a city where
there is a new mayor. It is a city where
there is a new city council and where
there is a new control board.

I am most appreciative that as the
106th Congress convened, the Speaker,
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HASTERT), received the new mayor, An-
thony Williams, and me, and we had a
very good and encouraging discussion.
The same was true of the chairman of
the Committee on Appropriations, the
gentleman from Florida (Chairman
YOUNG); and the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. ISTOOK). The gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. ISTOOK) has gone
into the District over the last few
weeks to see for himself the city that
now comes under his appropriations
subcommittee jurisdiction. I have gone
as well, and the mayor, to visit the
chair of the Senate District appropria-
tions subcommittee, and the mayor has
met with the chairman of the Over-
sight Committee for the District,
Mayor GEORGE VOINOVICH, himself a
former mayor, the mayor of Cleveland.

May I say that I continue to work,
and in the bipartisan manner that he
and I have long ago established, with
the chairman of the Subcommittee on
the District of Columbia, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS), and
that has been a most fruitful partner-
ship and we think it is a model for
what we should be trying to achieve in
the way of bipartisan cooperation when
we meet beginning tomorrow in Her-
shey.

I should indicate to Members that
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
DAVIS) has agreed to sponsor, with me,
a reception for Mayor Anthony Wil-
liams here in the House on April 13, in
room 2226 Rayburn. We are doing that
simply because we think Members
would want to meet the new mayor of
the District of Columbia, about which I
am sure we have read a great deal and
heard a great deal.

It is seldom that a city experiences
the kind of change your capital has ex-
perienced over the last few months.
The city has had a control board be-
cause, like Cleveland and New York
and Philadelphia, it had financial prob-
lems, although I must say that the fi-
nancial problems that the District had
were almost inevitable because it was
carrying State functions and no city in
the United States carries State func-
tions.

May I say how appreciative I am, the
elected officials are and the residents
are, that in its wisdom Congress re-
moved at least some of those State
functions, the most costly ones, the
ones that no city could carry, medicaid
or at least part of medicaid; courts; re-
moved pension liability that was built
up when the Congress was in charge of
the District, enabling the District to
breathe and to get control of its fi-
nances. We are most grateful for the
understanding that that was a nec-
essary obligation of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

What we have got in place essentially
is an entirely new team. The control

board is new. Except for one member,
the vice chair, Constance Neumann,
who served so well on the last control
board, all the other members are new,
appointed by the President.

There is, as I have said, a new mayor
and there is a revitalized city council.
Even the new mayor brings something
very different from what mayors usu-
ally bring to the office. This mayor
served as chief financial officer and,
thus, is himself partly responsible for
the rise of the District once again to
economic strength. He, in effect, served
an apprenticeship for becoming mayor
doing what it is that mayors most have
to do, and that is balancing a budget
and getting control of your finances.

The city council has some of the
same members. They are members who
have proven themselves to want to ex-
ercise oversight and they are joined by
others who were elected precisely be-
cause the city now demands oversight
and accountability, a check on the ex-
ecutive from its city council.

So I ask this body to regard this as
morning for the District. It is morning
again. It is like it is outdoors today; it
is spring; it is a new season with a
whole new set of actors in place. All I
ask of this body is it leave behind any
sense of the District as it was and give
these new players a chance to show
what they can do.

I believe that they not only will do
so, I think if one reads your morning
papers in the District each day one will
see that they are doing so. I invite ev-
eryone to flip through the Metropoli-
tan Section every once in awhile to see
that I am, I believe, right on this.

The District is clearly realigning
itself, first for its own residents and
then, of course, because it wants the
Congress to understand that it is a new
city.

What I am asking of the Congress is
that the Congress realign itself so that
it is ready to meet a new city. I want
to say a word about what I mean by a
new city because I am not this evening
speaking rhetorically.

The city not only has a new adminis-
tration, it has a new administration
because it has a new political culture.
The reason it has a new mayor, a new
city council, is because there was a
voter driven reaction to the state in
which the city found itself. It was not
driven by Congress. It was not driven
by any outside force. It was driven by
the circumstances that District resi-
dents found for themselves. Essen-
tially, it was driven by a loud and vir-
tually unanimous cry of enough from
residents. That is why I say there is a
change in the political culture, the
kind of change that I think is perma-
nent precisely because it has been driv-
en from the bottom, precisely because
of its reaction to what voters and resi-
dents felt on a daily basis about their
city and they wanted it to be better.
They wanted it to be better not be-
cause this body insisted so but because
they had to live with it every day and
because these people who were in

charge were people they could either
keep in charge or take from their
posts, and they have selected among
them, and I believe selected wisely.

I am very pleased that all of the sig-
nals from Congress have been that this
body, Senate and House, does under-
stand that this is a new city and should
be treated accordingly. I am very
pleased with the bipartisan approach to
the city’s issues that we have seen thus
far, and there is evidence that I will al-
lude to shortly.

I come to report today in a different
spirit than I have come to the floor
sometimes on the District. I do not
come in complaint. I do not come to
say, let the District be the District, let
democracy reign in the Nation’s cap-
ital the way it does every place else. I
come to say that I am grateful for the
way in which Congress is stepping back
and letting the District do what I be-
lieve it is doing very well already.

I certainly hope, and I must say
based on our conversations with the
leadership I do believe, that I will not
experience an appropriation this year
that is anything like the appropriation
I experienced last year where I stood
for 10 hours on this floor. Even though
there was before this body a consensus
budget and almost no changes were
made in the budget itself, I stood on
this floor for 10 hours while Members
pasted one or another anti-democratic
attachment on the D.C. appropriation,
an appropriation that comes here with
only money raised from the taxpayers
of the District of Columbia and, by
right, should not be here at all.

b 1830

I had to stand here and fight back,
for the most part unsuccessfully,
amendments that Members might have
wished to put on to their own district,
but certainly had no right to put
undemocratically on to mine. This oc-
curred even though everybody could
see that the District was on the mend.
The former mayor had said he was not
going to run again, the budget was in
order, and yet the budget became a ve-
hicle for Members’ desires having noth-
ing to do with the wishes of the resi-
dents of the District of Columbia. I am
hoping that the new cast of characters,
if nothing else, will get the respect of
this body so that our budget comes
through, budget with our own money,
without attachments, and I have no
reason to believe that that will not be
the case this year.

I raise it because there is no reason,
as I have said to the Speaker, and as I
have said to our appropriators, why the
District should not be the first, rather
than the last, budget that comes from
this House where, after all, it is not the
money of the Federal Government, it is
the money of District residents.

The City was closed down for a week
during the government shutdown. In
the middle of its own financial crisis,
one can imagine the bitterness that
was left with District residents when,
as far as they were concerned, it was
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their money and it should not have
been up here at all. The delays in our
budget cost us in interest, when we
have to borrow, because of the uncer-
tainty the market believes is there
when what our council and our mayor
have done has to go to yet another leg-
islative body and one not as familiar
with the City because it is not their
particular budget.

Some of my colleagues were not here,
so I raise it so that they know what
has happened in the past, and so that
we can make what I hope will be a
clean break with that kind of past.

I believe that there is signal evidence
that that kind of break has already
been made. As the session opened, I in-
troduced the first of a series of bills.
The series is called Democracy Now,
and the first bill was called D.C. De-
mocracy 2000. It seeks to sunset the
control board, the board that was nec-
essary when we got into financial trou-
ble early, because we are no longer in
financial trouble, and it sought to re-
turn some powers that were taken from
the mayor and the city council to the
mayor and the city council.

While the second part of the bill was
not ripe because the new administra-
tion had no track record, the part that
would sunset the control board, that is;
I believe that the first part was ripe,
and that there was no reason why the
take-charge new mayor of the District
should not have what it takes to re-
build the City. To his credit and with
much appreciation from me, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS), the
chairman of the subcommittee, took
the first part of my bill and brought it
through subcommittee and then the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON)
and the gentleman from California (Mr.
WAXMAN), through full committee, and
then on to this floor where it easily
passed in the House as well; and I am
pleased to report this evening that my
bill, or the first part of my bill, which,
in fact, became a Davis-Norton bill, has
become PL106–1. That ‘‘dash 1’’ means
it is the first bill of the 106th Congress
to be signed by the President of the
United States.

How appropriate that the first bill
that a Democratic mayor signed was a
bill that the Republican House and
Senate passed to return democracy to
the mayor, to the mayor and the city
council. We are most appreciative. We
think it bodes well for the Congress
and for the District, and it is what I
mean when I say the District has to re-
align itself and the Congress has to re-
align itself, and I believe that that
shows that both bodies are, in good
faith, trying to do exactly that.

Now, I did not and have not yet
pushed for the second half of D.C. De-
mocracy 2000, as I have indicated, be-
cause I think it is only fair to ask even
a new mayor who has the confidence of
the House to get his own track record
before our sunset or seek to have the
control board to sunset a year early.
My, how I would wish, however, that as
the year 2000 dawns, the District of Co-

lumbia can be free of any oversight, ex-
cept this Congress. That would mean
that the control board would go a year
early.

Mr. Speaker, let me indicate why I
think that should happen. It is not
simply because we have a new mayor in
which I believe everybody, residents of
the District of Columbia and Congress
alike have confidence, it is because the
evidence is already on the table. The
Congress, through the control board
statute, indicated that the District
could be rid of the control board if, at
the end of four years, the City had a
balanced budget.

Let me tell my colleagues what the
record is. The District has already had
not one balanced budget, and that was
three years ahead of time, but three
balanced budgets plus surpluses in each
of those three years. Mr. Speaker, a
$185 million surplus in 1997; a $444.8
million surplus in fiscal year 1998, and
the City projects a $158 million surplus
for fiscal year 1999. As if that were not
enough in the way of surpassing the ex-
pectations of the Congress, we had put
into the revitalization package that
this body passed taking over State
functions in 1997 a provision that would
allow the District to borrow in the
fourth year if it had a balanced budget
on the one hand, but we had not quite
been able to get rid of, an operating
deficit that it has been carrying now
for years. But the District of Columbia
is going to be able to eliminate its $322
million operating deficit from its own
revenues without any borrowing.

This is strong evidence that the Dis-
trict has not only met, but surpassed,
congressional expectations and is no
longer in an emergency or crisis status,
and when one is no longer in an emer-
gency status, one no longer needs a
control board. A control board is an
emergency mechanism; it is not a secu-
rity blanket. No city gets it, or must
have it, unless it is in an emergency.

The District has pulled itself out of a
financial crisis in a way no one would
dare to have predicted a couple of years
ago. Nevertheless, I can understand
that to pass the second half of Democ-
racy 2000, the burden is going to be on
me, it always is, and therefore, I have
not requested of the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. DAVIS) even hearings,
yet, on the second half of that bill that
would sunset the control board. Rath-
er, with a new administration that
took office only in January, it is only
fair to let the mayor get his steam up,
show what he can do, and then have
hearings and see whether or not this
bill can pass the House and the Senate.

Is the evidence on the table that this
new mayor is in charge of the City and
does not need any oversight from any-
one except the voters of the District of
Columbia? I think the evidence is very
clear already. I think we need to see it
continue for a few more months, but it
is very clear already. Members have
come up to me, came up to me after
this first big snow the other day and
told me that they noted the very quick

and efficient way in which the streets
were cleaned, and that it was in con-
trast to some other experiences that
they had had.

Let me cite the way in which the new
administration gets hold of problems,
because he cannot promise us that
there are not huge numbers of prob-
lems left over. The real question is, is
he in charge of them? Does he gain con-
trol of them? Do we have an adminis-
tration that knows how to get rid of
problems? Because the fact of problems
are going to be there for some time.

An example is an article in the Wash-
ington Post, a series, exposing prob-
lems in homes for retarded people. The
District did a very good thing in taking
retarded people and other disabled peo-
ple out of a huge monstrosity of an in-
stitution, taking them out of institu-
tionalized care and spreading these dis-
abled people in homes around the City.
Well, The Washington Post did what
they were supposed to do. They went
around and looked at these homes and
these homes have been in existence
now for 3 or 4 years and they are pri-
vate homes all around the City run by
contractors, and it found evidence that
some of them are not treating retarded
people very well, and that is itself, I
will not say criminal, but it is pretty
close to it when we consider that we
are talking about people that are pret-
ty close to helpless. There was a time
when there would be exposure of prob-
lems like that and then we would wait
to hear word that something had hap-
pened.

Well, the articles ran a couple of days
ago. This morning’s paper said that the
mayor has moved in already to debar
two of the contractors in two of the
homes, and to move the people out.

That is what I mean by ‘‘take
charge.’’ That is what the Congress
cannot do, what the control board can-
not do; that is what only a fully em-
powered mayor can do and what, with
his powers fully intact, he is now
doing.

Mr. Speaker, there are many, many
examples of management progress in
the City. Let me just take two, the
first being perhaps the institution
most exposed to the public and about
which the public most cares because
they affect their lives so directly:
Schools. This may be the institution in
the District where the Congress has
had the greatest concern, the public
schools. To say they have done very
poorly is to speak far too lightly of
schools that deserve nothing but con-
tempt for what they had done to our
children.

What has happened in the District
now is that a new, bold, energetic, col-
legial superintendent named Arlene
Ackerman has come to the
superintendency and things began to
happen immediately. Her Summer
Stars program will probably be a model
for the country where she took chil-
dren and said, in order to eliminate so-
cial promotion, they were to go to
summer school and that if one wanted
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to get ahead, one could also go to sum-
mer school so that the children were
not stigmatized, and that there would
be a ratio of 15 children to every teach-
er, a very low ratio. Here is the kind of
summer school that no one has ever
seen much of. It was over-subscribed,
and in the morning, children were put
to very intensive reading and math in-
structions, and in the evening, or after-
noons, she was able to get funding from
private sources to take these young-
sters all around the region to cultural
and fun activities that would otherwise
have been unavailable to them.

Even before she began with the Sum-
mer Stars program, she had so changed
the regime in the schools with respect
to how teachers were to confront their
job that the scores in every grade had
risen significantly. It can be done if we
have the right people in charge.

Arlene Ackerman is so good that I
am sure some Members would like to
steal her, and we will not let that hap-
pen. Because that kind of progress
from a school system that was in the
gutter, it was so bad, to so quickly see
it come up in the hands of somebody
who knows what she is doing is pre-
cisely what this City has needed.
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Let me take another agency that of
course is of great, great concern; the
police department. The District went
out and did a nationwide search and
got itself a first-class police chief.
They got him from a much larger city,
Chicago.

They got a police chief whose reputa-
tion has been made in community po-
licing. No approach is more popular in
this body than community policing
where we put the police on the ground.
They get to know people. They get to
deal with problems at the ground level,
and we get rid of crime.

Chief Ramsey has brought his com-
munity policing and his management
style from Chicago to the District, and
we are already seeing the kind of con-
trol and innovation that had been ab-
sent for too long.

For example, the Chief, instead of
having what we used to in most cities,
which is the command sitting in head-
quarters, has moved the command into
the field so that one can hold cops ac-
countable, because the command is not
somewhere downtown. The command is
right there in the neighborhood.

This man means it when he says
community policing. That does not
mean just a cop on the street. It means
everybody is involved in community
policing.

Troubled police department. Slow to
take down crime. It is finally going
down significantly in the District, and
it was before even this police chief
came. But here is a man who knows
how to keep that progress going, with a
real live management style that trucks
no excuses.

An example, he found a police depart-
ment that, according to, again, a series
of articles, had excessive shootings.

Again, the Washington Post, just as it
did a series on how retarded people
were treated in group homes, earlier
did a series that showed that the police
department, albeit before Chief
Ramsey, came to the city a few months
ago, had one of the highest excessive
shooting rates in the country. High
crime rate, and our cops were appar-
ently using their guns and firing them
more than they should. This flowed
from a whole set of problems, including
too little training.

What the Chief did seems to me is an
example for all of us who are public of-
ficials. He believed that, if his internal
affairs unit took this evidence that was
in the paper, of shootings that had oc-
curred, allegedly, excessively over the
years; and if he did his own investiga-
tion, that the public would not have
the greatest confidence in a police de-
partment investigating itself con-
cerning these accusations.

So he went to the Justice Depart-
ment, and he asked the Attorney Gen-
eral if she would assign some objective
investigators to look at the problem of
excessive shootings. One, had they oc-
curred? Had they been excessive? What
should be done about them?

Here, you have the opposite of what
people have come to expect in many
cities, no cover-up, but rather a police
chief pulling the covers off and saying
investigate us and tell us what should
be done. If that does not inspire con-
fidence in the police department, noth-
ing will.

But, Mr. Speaker, there is wholesale
confidence in the various sectors in
this city. There is great and new busi-
ness confidence. The First Lady was,
just a few days ago, at an event in the
District, attended by the great cor-
porations and small businesses of this
region, that was about efforts that
they had made over the past year on
their own to raise money for a real pri-
vate/public partnership with the Dis-
trict. It was very encouraging to see
how private business in the city and in
the region were responding to the new
District of Columbia of which I speak.

One such response I must bring to
your attention, Don Graham, the pub-
lisher of the Washington Post, and
business leaders in the region and in
the city came to see the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS) and me
about an idea that they were them-
selves going to match.

They noted that we have only one
small public open admissions univer-
sity in the District. So if one does not
fit that university, one has no other
public university in the District the
way they would if they lived in Vir-
ginia or Maryland or New York or Cali-
fornia.

They proposed that a youngster in
D.C. be able to go to public universities
elsewhere, such as Virginia, with the
Federal Government paying the dif-
ference between in State tuition and
the out-of-State cost.

So that would mean, for example, at
the University of Virginia where it

costs $16,000 if one lives out of State,
but only about $5,000 if one lives in the
State, that a youngster from D.C.
could go for the $5,000. Boy has this
been greeted with hallelujah in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

There are many sacrifices that people
make to live in the District of Colum-
bia. One is that, when one’s kids get to
be college age, there is no public uni-
versity except an open admission one,
and a very important open admission
one, but it certainly does not fit every
student. Students have flocked to this
idea.

In order to make clear that this pro-
posal was meant to take nothing from
the need to build our own open admis-
sions city university, I have achieved
an agreement with the chairman that
our open admissions city university
would itself get a grant that would be
an annual grant so that it can assist
the university in its own rebuilding.

So there is going to be a win-win sit-
uation here. For youngsters who re-
main in the District, and many of them
who graduated from our schools will
have to remain here and will want to
remain here, there will be a University
of the District of Columbia which has
some added money on an annual basis.

For youngsters who want to go out of
the District of Columbia, the District
of Columbia College Access Act, co-
sponsored by me, introduced by the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS),
will provide a subsidy so that the par-
ents, the families will have to pay only
the in-State tuition cost.

Meanwhile, these business leaders
have not just come to us and said come
up with some Federal money. They
have already raised $15 million them-
selves to supplement youngsters who,
indeed, go to college anywhere in the
United States, including in the District
of Columbia, whether or not they take
advantage of this in State tuition sub-
sidy.

So that means that if one, for exam-
ple, wants to go to the University of
Virginia, somehow one’s family gets
the $5,000, that is, the in-State tuition
rate, one still has a lot to come up with
if one is going to live outside the Dis-
trict. This private fund will be func-
tionally necessary for many to even
take advantage of the Davis-Norton
bill that would subsidize in-State tui-
tion.

The name of our act is the D.C. Col-
lege Access Act. The name of the pri-
vate program is the D.C. College Access
Program. So they are a kind of coher-
ent approach with a subsidy for tuition
from the Federal Government and a
subsidy for living expenses and for ex-
penses that prepare these youngsters
for college that makes sure that they
remain there once they get there. So it
is just the kind of synergy that the
Congress likes to encourage.

But this time, the notion of the in-
State tuition, Federally subsidized, and
the notion of the private subsidy have
come from the business community.
That is what I mean when I say there
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is confidence in this city. It is coming
from every sector. It came first from
the voters who elected a whole new set
of actors or at least the many of whom
were new. It comes from the Congress,
which has already passed a bill to re-
turn powers to the mayor and the city
council. We see that it comes also from
the business community.

The question of new money for the
District is still on the table, because,
while the Federal Government has
taken over the most costly State func-
tions, the District has lost population.
Like most big cities, the difference is,
if one loses population from Chicago or
Baltimore, if one loses population from
Atlanta or New York, there is a State
to back one up. We have nobody but
ourselves. We are orphans.

Therefore, we do not pretend that we
are permanently in the best shape. We
know we are now with the good econ-
omy. We also know that we are going
to have to find other revenue sources.

But the mayor agrees with me that
the first thing that the new mayor
should do is, not come to the Congress
and say give me some money; that if I
believe the mayor needs to have a
track record in order for the Control
Board to sunset early, I also believe
the mayor has to have a track record
and has to devise an approach before he
can come here and say he needs more
money.

He was the first to agree with this.
He had no intention of coming to ask
for more money. Even though, in order
to get the State functions taken back
by the Federal Government, we had to
turn in our Federal payment. So we do
not get any Federal payment, which
means that the 25 million visitors who
come to the District of Columbia every
year have the services paid for essen-
tially out of the pockets of the people
I represent. They are in a city with a
declining population.

At some point, we have got to design
an approach to make sure that the Dis-
trict is able to handle this as it is han-
dling it now. The importance of the re-
vitalization package which took the
State functions cannot be underesti-
mated.

The mayor is not asking for more
money at this time. I am sure that we
will have conversations over the next
few years with how to increase revenue
in the District.

Meanwhile, look at what the mayor
has just done this week. He has come
forward with a very bold budget that is
itself a policy document that is a para-
digm for what a budget ought to be.
Whether one agrees with this budget or
not, the fact is it is a budget unlike
budgets the District of Columbia has
seen for a long time, because it points
to new directions and does not simply
indicate where money will be spent. If
that is all a budget document is, it
simply plugs in dollar signs for what is
already there, that is not what the Dis-
trict needed.

Some parts of it are already very
controversial, like the proposal to sell

the existing campus of the University
of the District of Columbia, Northwest,
and move that campus to Southeast,
use the money as an endowment for the
University of the District of Columbia
and put it beside a new technology
high school and Department of Em-
ployment Service office.

All of that looks like it is an inter-
esting idea. There is great concern in
the university about moving them to a
part of the city which has had some
crime and other problems. There is also
a problem because the land is not
owned by the District of Columbia. So
I am not sure if this is feasible.

I am sure of this, it is the counter-
proposal that the District of Columbia
ought to be debating. It is proposals
that are bold that it ought to be debat-
ing, even if it decides that is not what
they ought to do.

What we do not need is simply to put
forward budgets like we have put for-
ward in the last 10 years, budgets that
one year look like they did before and
the year before. We have got to wake
up and smell the coffee and say, yeah,
now that I have seen that, I like it or
I do not like it.

In the democratic exchange between
the counsel, the mayor, and the public,
this matter will be settled, and there
and only there must it be settled. This
body, I am sure, does not want to have
anything to do with a proposal that is
as complicated as that. It is not for us
to say I have no idea where I stand on
it.

Do my colleagues know what I am
waiting for, I am waiting for the hear-
ings in the city council so I can find
out whether it is feasible, whether it
does make sense, in the same way that
I wait for hearings in this body before
I know where I stand on important
breakaway issues.

The mayor’s budget is full of such
breakaway proposals. He wants D.C.
agencies to compete with private sec-
tor for city contracts. He knows he
must work with city unions and city
workers in order for that to work.

I am sure I do not need to tell him
that no one can support it unless he
brings the workers in because he is an
expert in management and bringing
management and policy together.

I am sure that the two will come to-
gether because this kind of composi-
tion, where it has worked in other cit-
ies, and, very often, if not most often,
indeed, the public workers who know
the job have in fact won the contract.
So there is nothing to fear but fear
itself if we have a level playing field
and if everybody gets around the table
and designs the process together.

The mayor has put a priority on in-
creasing funding for D.C. public schools
and youth programs. I love the part of
the mayor’s program that says he
wants to increase after-school pro-
grams.

b 1900

I cannot think of anything the mayor
could do that could be more important.

There we get youngsters and we cap-
ture them so they do their homework,
we capture them so that they are not
latchkey kids, we capture them so that
they are in a safe and productive place
between the hours of 3 and 6, or what-
ever they turn out to be, and those are
the hours when youngsters get into
trouble or commit crimes. So it takes
care of so many things at one time, and
he has put a priority there.

He has a bold proposal to provide
health insurance for almost 40,000 poor
uninsured residents so that they do not
cost the city money by going to emer-
gency rooms, and so that, in fact, they
get health care early rather than later,
at much greater expense to the city.

He wants to restructure the city’s
debt using the savings to cut taxes on
small businesses. To do that, of course,
would begin to reinvigorate our small
business sector.

The mayor has one budget request
that, thus far, I believe, is being re-
ceived well. I do not have a specific in-
dication from the appropriators yet,
because I am sure they want to study
it, but somehow we got into our appro-
priation a requirement that the Dis-
trict have two reserve funds. Now, the
District does not mind having one, but
having two is a bit much.

There is a provision that the District
have a reserve fund of up to $250 mil-
lion. A lot of money, but I think it is
right to do so, so that we carry that re-
serve fund so that we can use it on a
rainy day. Then there is something else
that, probably, Congress did not mean
to be in there. The two never, it seems
to me, never came together. And that
is a reserve fund for $150 million put
away for each year. So that would just
build up. The District would have $350
million the second year and so forth.

I do not think the Congress really
meant to have the District build up
that kind of reserve. I think it meant
to have the District do what every
other city does, and that is to have a
healthy reserve fund, the way the re-
serve fund of up to $250 million would
be. So the mayor is saying that he
would like to be relieved of the second
$150 and do the first $250.

I strongly support that. Because if
the mayor is not able to produce some-
thing in investment to the city, if he is
not able to say, I am giving some of
this back to a city that has sacrificed
so much during the hard fiscal crisis
years, he is not going to be able to do
the hard job of continuing to stream-
line the city and to make it a more ef-
ficient city.

I do not think anybody meant to
have the District simply build up re-
serves that grow and grow and grow
while no investment or little invest-
ment is made in the city itself. And
given the mayor’s own proven track
record for fiscal prudence, I hope that
this proposal will be given every con-
sideration.

As it is now, because the mayor does
not know and because of his own care-
ful and honest budgeting, he has one
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budget with the $150 million in it and
one budget without the $150 million.
We are going to ask the Congress to re-
lieve us of this complication; take the
$150 million out, be satisfied with the
$250 million, and let the mayor do his
job.

Mr. Speaker, I have today introduced
a D.C. Budget Autonomy Act and a
D.C. Legislative Autonomy Act that
goes along with the mayor’s budget,
and I introduced it precisely because
the mayor’s budget came forward this
week. It is a take-charge budget that I
thought made the case for the District
of Columbia Budget Autonomy Act.

The legislation simply says that, par-
ticularly because there is no Federal
payment any longer, when the District
passes its balanced budget, especially
now with the control board in place,
that should be it. It should not have to
come here to an appropriation com-
mittee and to the Senate to an appro-
priation committee, which has no ap-
propriation for the District of Colum-
bia.

Remember, the District clause would
still allow the Congress to intervene
into the budgetary process in any way
it saw fit. So it could still come to the
floor and say, I want to change this or
that, or I want to do whatever about it
without the budget coming over here.
Meanwhile, the District budget could
go into effect when it was passed and
would not hinge upon when we pass our
appropriations.

This would save the District money;
save it an inestimable amounts of
time, and I have put that in today be-
cause I believe the mayor, in good
faith, has come forward with the kind
of prudent, exciting budgeting that the
Congress wanted to see, and I believe
the Congress ought to respond in kind
by saying, it is his budget, we believe
in devolution, we are going to show it
by letting him do his budget his way
without our intervention. Remember,
we are talking about a city that has
run a surplus for 3 years, when this
body expected to have a balance only
after 4 years.

The second bill is a Legislative Au-
tonomy Bill, because I am sure most of
the Congress is unaware that after a
piece of legislation is passed it has to
come here and sit for 30 or 60 days, de-
pending on the kind of legislation it is.
The problem with that is that these 30
or 60 days have to be legislative days,
so that the District legislation cannot
become final often for months, because
the Congress does not sit in blocks of
30 legislative days at one time.

It creates havoc in the District gov-
ernment. It has to go through a Byzan-
tine process just to get its laws to go
into effect when passed, and then they
are not truly in effect. Unnecessary all
together since, again, Congress could,
whenever it wanted to, simply come to
the floor, introduce a bill to overturn a
piece of legislation. Republican and
Democratic Congresses alike, out of
over 2,000 bills only 3 have been over-
turned in 25 years of Home Rule.

The Congress has the power. It can
always use it. Congress does not need
the hold in order to effectively do so.
The hold creates havoc in the District.
It means that the District is stream-
lining its process, we are not stream-
lining our relationship to the District.
We ought to respond to what the Dis-
trict is doing by letting the District’s
bills stay with the District, letting the
District’s budget stay with the Dis-
trict, unless we decide that we want to
intervene, in which case the District
clause of the Constitution gives this
body every opportunity to come for-
ward. That is all we ought to need. The
congressional power is still intact.

I want to thank the leadership on
both sides for the way in which the
District, the new District, if I may be
so bold, has been received. I know I
speak for Mayor Anthony Williams and
City Council Chair Linda Cropp when I
say there is a great feeling of hope and
very good feeling toward the Congress
in the District. There is the very same,
as we have already seen, here in the
Congress, because the Congress has al-
ready passed very important legisla-
tion to return powers to the District.

I would hope that Members would
come for just a few minutes on April 13
to the reception that I am having for
the mayor. The chairman of our sub-
committee, the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. DAVIS), is joining me in
sponsoring that reception. He is as
pleased as I am with the way in which
the city is proceeding, I think I can say
without fear of contradiction. The re-
ception will be held in Room 2226 Ray-
burn, and Members will be receiving an
invitation.

Expect me to come back, sometimes
in 5 minutes, occasionally for a full
hour, to give my colleagues some real
sense of what the city, where my col-
leagues all meet, is doing to meet its
own expectations and, by doing so, to
meet my colleagues’ expectations.
f

THE 2000 CENSUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MILLER) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to address an issue of great
importance to this country, and that is
the upcoming 2000 census.

In 12 months we will be having forms
in the mail to everybody in this great
country to complete for the decennial
census, something that has been con-
ducted since Thomas Jefferson con-
ducted the first census in 1790. The cen-
sus is critical to the Democratic sys-
tem that we have in this country. It is
the DNA of our democracy. And we
need to do everything we can to have
the most accurate and trusted census
that can be done.

In 1990, we missed 1.6 percent of the
American people in that count, and we
need to try to do better. A problem in

the past has been something called a
differential undercount, where some
segments of the population do not get
counted as high a percentage as other
segments. For example, American Indi-
ans are hard to count, and we need to
put special efforts to go out and count
the American Indian. And for all the
other segments of our population that
are hard to count, whether it is immi-
grants, or inner-city minorities.

It is the right thing to do for this
country, because it is the right thing
that everybody should count, and we
need to put all the resources into mak-
ing the year 2000 census the best ever.

When Thomas Jefferson conducted
the first census back in 1790, they did
not have a mail system that would de-
liver the census forms. It was done by
horseback going out and finding peo-
ple. They obviously missed people in
1790, and they have missed people ever
since then. But every year we should
try to do as good as we can.

The Clinton administration came up
with a new plan this time around. They
proposed to use sampling. The original
plan was that they were going to count
90 percent of the population and use
sampling and guesstimating for the
other 10 percent. A very risky plan;
very dangerous plan, in my opinion. It
was destined to fail because it would
not be trusted by the American people.
We not only have to have the most ac-
curate census possible but we must
have it trusted by the American peo-
ple.

To go out and use polling techniques
to estimate the population just will
not work in this country. It is too im-
portant of an issue. And it was illegal.
The Constitution is very clear; it calls
for an actual enumeration. We, the Re-
publican majority, told the administra-
tion it was illegal. And in an agree-
ment in October-November of 1997, it
was agreed to proceed to court, to let
the court decide whether it was legal.
This past January the Supreme Court
ruled that it is an illegal plan, for pur-
poses of apportionment, the 90 percent
population count.

And so, thank goodness, the court de-
cided before the Clinton administra-
tion had proceeded all the way to con-
duct an illegal census. We had been
telling them for years it was illegal; it
was wrong. But it finally took the Su-
preme Court to tell them it was illegal.

Now the Clinton administration has
decided, well, it is only illegal for ap-
portionment. We will do a second sam-
ple for purposes of redistricting, which
is drawing the lines within a State.

Apportionment is concerned with the
number of representatives each State
will have. So that has been resolved.
That has been decided, and the admin-
istration has agreed to go ahead and do
a full enumeration for that. But redis-
tricting and apportionment go to-
gether. We cannot separate them. But
what they want to do now is have a
second set of numbers.

Now, just imagine what this will be
like. Two numbers. A two-number cen-
sus. Never been done in history. The
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